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1. 

2. 

3 .  

4 .  

The determination of the relative merits 
of technical proposals is the procuring 
agency's responsibility, and GAO will not 
disturb such a determination unless it is 
shown to lack a reasonable basis or other- 
wise violate procurement statutes and regu- 
lations. Protest of agency's technical 
evaluation of proposal and resultant exclu- 
sion from the competitive range is denied 
where record indicates agency's review was 
consistent with solicitation's evaluation 
criteria and was not clearly unreasonable. 

While an agency is required to identify in 
the solicitation the major evaluation cri- 
teria applicable to the procurement, it need 
not explicitly identify various subcriteria 
which are logically and reasonably related 
to the stated evaluation criteria. Based on 
review of technical evaluation scoring sheets, 
GAO finds that the subcriteria used had suf- 
ficient correlation to the announced criteria 
so that offerors were on reasonable notice of 
the evaluation criteria to be applied to their 
proposals. 

GAO will not question a contracting agency's - 
low technical evaluation of protester's pro- 
posal where the record shows that the agencg 
reasonably considered that the proposed tech- 
nical approach reflected a lack of understand- 
ing of the agency's requirements. 

* .  

Although protester disagrees with agency's' 
approach to accomplishing requirements, the 
determination of the Government's needs and 
the method of accommodating them are primarily 
the responsibilities of the contracting. agency. 
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5. Where protester's technical proposal was prop- 
erly deemed technically unacceptable and not 
capable of being made acceptable, the agency 
was not required to consider protester's cost 
proposal in determining whether the proposal 
was within the competitive range for further 
negotiations. 

A. T. Kearney, Inc., protests the exclusion of its 
proposal from the competitive range under request for 
proposals ( R F P )  No. N00421-81-R-0216 issued by the Depart- 
ment of the Navy for technical services to develop a Naval 
Air Rework Facility modernization plan. The Navy rejected 
Kearney's proposal as being technically unacceptable and 
not capable of being made acceptable without major revi- 
sion. The thrust of Kearney's protest is that the Navy did 
not evaluate its technical proposal in accordance with the 
evaluation factors set forth in the RFP. 

We deny the protest. 

Background 

The Navy received and technically evaluted nine pro- 
posals submitted in response to the RFP. 
cal technical evaluation ratings were compiled, proposals 
under the RFP received the following scores based on a pos- 
sible 75 maximum points: 

When the numeri- 

vendor Score 

6 (Kearney) 
7 
8 
9 

46 
44 
33  
29 

Based on its initial technical evaluations, the Navy 
found proposals ranked 1 through 4 technically acceptable, 
proposal 5 less than technically acceptable, but subject to 
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being made acceptable with minor revision, and proposals 6 
through 9, including Kearney's, technically unacceptable 
and not subject to being made acceptable without major 
revision. The competitive range, therefore, was limited by 
the Navy to proposals rated 1 through 5.  

with the five firms in the competitive range, award was 
made to the Austin Company which ranked first in the 
initial technical assessment noted above. 

At the completion of technical and price negotiations 

Evaluation 

The protester argues that the establishment of the 
competitive range was based on a deficient technical eval- 
uation. In this regard, the determination of the relative 
desirability of proposals, particularly with respect to 
technical considerations, is primarily a matter for the 
judgment of the contracting officials. Skyways, Inc., 
B-201541, June 2 ,  1981, 81-1 CPD 439. Our function is not 
to evaluate proposals anew and make our own determinations 
as to their acceptability or relative merits, but to 
examine the record and apply a standard of reasonableness 
to the contracting agency's determinations. The fact that 
protester does not agree with an agency's evaluation of its 
proposal does not render the evaluation unreasonable. 
Decilog, B-198614 September 3 ,  1980, 80-2 CPD 169. 

/ 

eva 
ove 

With these principles in mind, we have reviewed the 
luation record. While the record evidences disagreement 
r the technical evaluation between the Navy and the pro- 

tester, we do not conclude that the Navy's technical . .  eval- 
uation was unreasonable. 

Kearney contends that its proposal was evaluated 
against evaluation criteria and requirements not disclosed 
in the RFP. In this regard, it is a basic procurement con- 
cept that offerors must be advised of those factors to be 
used in the evaluation of their proposals. Further, once 
offerors are informed of evaluation criteria, it is incum- 
bent upon the procuring agency to adhere to those-criteria 
or inform all offerors of any changes made in the evalua- 
tion scheme. Genasys Corporation. 56 Comp. Gen. 835 
(19771, 77-2 CPD 60. 
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The RFP contained the following technical evaluation 
criteria (points assigned, which total 75, are a numerical 
representation of the RFP's narrative explanation of the 
weight given to each criterion): 

'1. 

H2.  

"3.  

m4. 

' 5 .  

Technical Approach. The offeror's under- 
standing of the statement of work, the scope 
of the tasks, and the level of expertise 
required. The effectiveness of the offeror 
to collect required data in an independent 
manner without reliance on Government person- 
nel or Government furnished data. [ 2 4  points.] 

Experience. Actual company and personnel 
experience as it relates to the tasks and 
requirements of this solicitation. Offeror's 
experience in Government projects closely 
related to this solicitation and success in 
achieving the objectives of the previous 
work. I18 points.] 

Personnel Qualifications. Ability to immedi- 
ately staff with qualified technical and profes- 
sional personnel. Ability to retain adequate 
staff with requisite qualifications throughout 
the contract period. I18 points.] 

Management. Corporate experience in administer- 
ing, managing and supervising contracts, assign- 
ment of available qualified personnel for project 
management, and cost control. Experience demon- 
strating that adequate controls can be exercised 
to effectuate timely response and cost effective- 
ness to the resultant contract. The proposed 
lines of responsibility, authority and communica- 
tion within the organization proposed and its 
relationship to the offeror's headquarters orga- 
nization. [lo points. I 
Facilities. The availability and quality of - ~ 

facilities for 
presentations, 
drawings, site 
[5 points.]" 

accomplishment of audio/video 
briefings, graphic art, layout 
plans and drafting services. 

\ 
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We do not find anything in the record which supports 
the protester's assertions that the evaluation of its pro- 
posal was based on criteria not published in the RFP. Our 
examination of the record shows that comprehensive initial 
technical evaluations of proposals were made with the tech- 
nical evaluation panel providing narrative comments and 
numerical ratings to reflect its opinion of the strengths 
and weaknesses of each proposal on the basis of the evalu- 
ation factors set forth in the RFP. In this regard, the 
scoring sheets used by the evaluation panel contained topic 
headings which corresponded exactly to the main evaluation 
criteria listed in the RFP. Additionally, these scoring 
sheets contained a number of subcriteria under each main 
topic heading. For example, under the main criterion of 
"Technical Approach" the following subcriteria on which the 
proposals were to be evaluated were listed: 

1. Task Methodology 

2. Data Collection 

3 .  Milestones 

4.  Material Presentation 

5 .  Government Assistance 

We have held that evaluation subcriteria need not be 
disclosed in the solicitation so long as offerors are 
advised of the basic criteria. A.T. Kearney, Inc., 
B-205025, June 2, 1982, 82-1 CPD 518. Additional factors 
may be used in an evaluation where there is sufficient cor- 
relation between additional subcriteria and the'generalized 
criteria in the RFP so that offerors are on reasonable 
notice of the evaluation criteria to be applied to their 
proposals. Id.; Littleton Research and Engineering Corp., 
B-191245, June 3 0 ,  1978, 78-1 CPD 4 6 6 .  In this case, we 
believe the subcriteria listed above are factors which 
sufficiently relate to the announced criterion calling for 
an evaluation of the proposal's technical approach. Simi- 
larly, we find that subcriteria used on the scoring sheets 
under each of the other four announced RFP criteria also 
have a sufficient correlation to a main criterion so that 
offerors were on reasonable notice of the evaluation cri- 
teria to be applied to their proposals. 

\ 
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Kearney's technical score of 4 6  points was based on 
the following Navy assessment of the proposal in relation 
to the RFP's technical evaluation factors: 

Evaluation Factors Maximum Possible 
Score 

Kearney 

24 10 1. Technical Approach 

2 . Experience 18 13 

3. Personnel Qual if i- 
cations 18 12 

4. Management 10 6 

5 - 5 5. Facilities - 
75 46 

Kearney has taken issue only with the score it 
received under "Technical Approach," the first and most 
important evaluation factor. 

In this regard, the Navy found that Kearney's pro- 
osal failed to demonstrate an adequate understanding of 
the major requirements of the scope of work which called 
for the performance of a thorough detailed analysis of the 
10-year maintenance depot workload and baseline workload 
re uirements assigned to each Naval Air Rework Facility. 

the basic facilities, equipment and technology requirements 
necessary for mission accomplishment and to develop a com- 
mon engineering and planning methodology to determine what 
modernized facilities, equipment and technologies are 
needed for the Naval Air Rework Facilities. 

Un % er this task, the contractor was required to determine 

In contesting the Navy's negative assessment of its 
proposal in this area, Kearney cites portions of its pro- 
posal which, it submits, contain information exhibiting its 
understanding of and proposed methodologies for meeting the 
requirements. Although it appears that Kearney's proposal 
did address the RFP requirements, the thrust of the 
a ency's negative evaluation here was Kearney's lack of 

potential capabilities in this area. For example, the Navy 
a 2 equate discussion to show the firm's capabilities or 

\ 
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noted that while Kearney's proposal for  a planned engineer- 
ing and technical methodology did indicate that it would 
develop "a set of criteria for justification of new equip- 
ment, facilities, and technology," the proposal lacked 
information on how these criteria will be developed. 

Additionally, the Navy downgraded Kearney's proposal 
in the area of "Technical Approach" because of its find- 
ing that Kearney excessively relied on Government furnished 
information and discussions with Naval personnel, rather 
than proposing to develop methodologies based on indepen- 
dent on-site evaluations of the facilities and equipment. 
In this regard, the RFP's most important technical evalua- 
tion criterion clearly announced that proposals would be 
graded on "the effectiveness of the offeror to collect 
required data in an independent manner without reliance on 
Government personnel or Government furnished data." 
(Emphasis added.) 

We have reviewed the individual assessments made by 
the 12 members of the two Navy technical evaluation panels 
which considered Kearney's proposal. They clearly reveal 
that Navy's major concern with the protester's approach was 
Kearney's proposal to develop the required Air Rework 
Facility modernization plan by using an existing Kearney 
computer model for "machine shop" modernization which would 
require significant modification through extensive use of 
Government furnished information once awarded the contract. 
The evaluators found Kearney's approach to be at odds with 
the RFP's requirement for a proposal specifically designed 
for the modernization of an Air Rework Facility. The panel 
members were concerned that, by offering to modify its own 
"machine shop" modernization plan model, Kearney would have 
to rely too heavily on Government furnished information, 
some of which is non-existent or deficient. In this con- 
nection, some of the evaluators noted that such extensive 
modification of Kearney's model, even if possible, would be 
too time-consuming to meet the completion schedule for the 
required modification plan. In summary, the evaluators 
generally found that Kearney's failure to provide a more 
fully developed technical approach exhibited that firm's 
lack of understanding of the RFP's scope of work.' 

belief that the best method for creating the modernization 
plan involves a great reliance on Government furnished 
information, and that its proposal was structured to follow 

Kearney's rebuttal to this evaluation centers on its 

r . 
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t h i s  method. I t  is ,  however ,  a f u n d a m e n t a l  p r o c u r e m e n t  
p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  t h e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  n e e d s  o f  t h e  
Government and t h e  methods  of accommodating s u c h  n e e d s  are 
p r i m a r i l y  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  o f  t h e  Government ' s  con- 
t r a c t i n g  a g e n c i e s .  38 Comp. Gen. 1 9 0  ( 1 9 5 8 ) ;  M a n u f a c t u r i n g  
- Data Systems I n c o r p o r a t e d ,  B-180608, J u n e  28, 1974 ,  74-1 
CPD 348. I n  t h i s  case, t h e  Navy d e t e r m i n e d  t h a t  a n  
a p p r o a c h  which emphas ized  i n d e p e n d e n t  d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  was 
n e c e s s a r y  to  meet t h e  a g e n c y ' s  needs .  I t  is  clear  from t h e  
r e c o r d  t h a t  K e a r n e y ' s  a l t e r n a t i v e  a p p r o a c h  to  t h i s  t a s k  
c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  lower t e c h n i c a l  r a t i n g  i t s  proposal 
r e c e i v e d .  

Under t h e  c i r c u m s t a n c e s ,  w h e r e  Kearney h a s  n o t  shown 
t h e  Navy ' s  e v a l u a t i o n  of i t s  " T e c h n i c a l  Approach" t o  be  
u n r e a s o n a b l e ,  and where t h e  Navy ' s  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  o t h e r  
f o u r  c r i t e r i a  is  u n c h a l l e n g e d ,  w e  c a n n o t  c o n c l u d e  t h a t  t h e  
Navy ' s  e x c l u s i o n  of Kearney from t h e  c o m p e t i t i v e  r a n g e  
l a c k e d  a r e a s o n a b l e  basis .  

F i n a l l y ,  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  Kearney  a r g u e s  t h a t  t h e  
Navy s h o u l d  have  t a k e n  its cost  p r o p o s a l  i n t o  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  
b e f o r e  d e t e r m i n i n g  t h e  c o m p e t i t i v e  r a n g e ,  w e  c o n s i s t e n t l y  
have  h e l d  t h a t  when a t e c h n i c a l  p r o p o s a l  is p r o p e r l y  deemed 
u n a c c e p t a b l e  and  n o t  capable of b e i n g  made acceptable,  
t h e r e  is  no r e q u i r e m e n t  t h a t  cos t s  be  c o n s i d e r e d  i n  d e t e r -  
min ing  whe the r  a p r o p o s a l  is  w i t h i n  a c o m p e t i t i v e  r a n g e .  
52 Comp.  Gen. 382 ( 1 9 7 2 ) .  

The p ro te s t  is d e n i e d .  
r 

0 of t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  
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